Although knowledge management has become the subject of an enormous quantity of articles and books in recent times, certain more problematic aspects of it remain neglected. Firstly, literature addressing knowledge management concentrates almost exclusively on business organizations and fails to provide details or recommendations adequate to eff ective application within the sphere of public administration. Th is holds especially true for Czech academic literature. Secondly, despite a reasonable number of articles on knowledge management in scientifi c journals, information about perceptions of knowledge-management activities, procedures and tools within organizations lacks detail. Th e purpose of this article is to investigate and summarize the activities, procedures and tools in use for dealing with knowledge within Czech self-governments and to discuss the main empirical fi ndings. Although the quantitative survey herein does not provide fully representative data, it is still in a position to indicate that knowledge management in Czech public administration tends to be underdeveloped as well as undervalued.
Introduction
It has been authoritatively maintained for some time that knowledge management (KM) may increase the capacity for innovation and facilitate responsiveness (Alavi and Leidner 2001) . However, even in 2015 Bolisani and Handzic (2015) pointed out that, despite its 20 years of history and increasing importance in academia, KM still suff ers, as do many other "new areas", from a recognition problem (Spender 2015) . Handzic (2015) adds that there is no general agreement about the precise meaning and relevance of knowledge management and, furthermore, there is no clear diff erentiation between knowledge management and fi elds such as organizational learning and intellectual capital.
Th e available academic literature clearly shows that KM has attracted burgeoning international attention in the past few decades. Although this literature is not unifi ed when it addresses KM as a concept, it is far more united in considering KM as a more-or-less similar suite of main processes when explaining its implementation as a set of techniques to identify, capture, store, share and apply knowledge. It has also come to discuss the barriers to KM that partly originate in the characteristics of tacit knowledge, as well as in the mindsets of employees, together with diffi culties generated by the rapidly changing cultures of organizations.
For all the growth in KM literature, it is noteworthy that it deals primarily with recommendations and practices within private organizations rather than with directions required if KM is to be implemented in both public-administration and public-sector organizations (see also Plaček et al. 2016b) , even though the public sector is widely accepted as diff erent from the private sector and certain features unique to it lead to the adaptation of KM practices being considered benefi cial (Farzin et al. 2014) . Nevertheless, the key elements -sometimes "components" -of KM frameworks at the operational level appear to be very similar to those discussed in literature focusing on the private sector -people, processes and technologies (sometimes content is added, e.g. Hasan 2004 : smart-city literature emphasizes the importance of work with technology factors, institutional factors and human factors, e.g. Nam and Pardo 2011) .
In some countries (for example Australia and its AS 5037-2005, or Knowledge Management PAS 2001 of the British Standards Institution), specifi c KM standards have been worked up in order to serve as guidelines for the implementation of KM in public organizations where potential for improvements in accountability, transparency, inclusiveness (and responsiveness) by more knowledge-intensive activities and processes has been recognized (e.g. Ferguson 2006; Burford and Ferguson 2009; Hasan 2004; Nielsen 2014) . KM practices are also context-specifi c (Farzin et al. 2014; Gatarik and Born 2012; Gatarik 2014; Gatarik and Born 2015; Ammons and Roenigk 2015; Martin and Spano 2015; Hammerschmid et al. 2013) , and a considerable body of literature has approached the specifi cs and issues of public-administration reforms in transitional countries from Central and Eastern Europe (among the most recent ones, see, for example, Klimovský et al. 2014; Plaček et al. 2015; Plaček et al. 2016a; Plaček et al. 2016b; Němec et al. 2015a; Němec et al. 2015b; Matejova et al. 2015) .
In the Czech Republic, knowledge management, both as an academic and a practical discipline, is somewhat underdeveloped if one considers the available literature relevant to public administration as well as research involving public management. Th e aim of this contribution is to summarize selected fi ndings from a survey which concentrated on particular aspects of KM preconditions and processes in semi-autonomous local authorities -"self-governments" -in the Czech Republic, those of municipalities and regions or, more clearly, on their primary executive bodies -their offi ces. Th e survey was built on the assumption that, although KM is not immediately evident in terms of academic books and guidelines, there always exists something of it in the managerial practices of public authorities -or, as the international literature sometimes points out, the concept of KM is nothing new and has been in practice for a long time, mostly in an informal manner, and organizations have always used KM practices (in various incarnations) to make decisions and to produce goods and services, although not in a deliberate and systematic manner (Cong and Pandya 2003) .
Methodology
To date, KM investigation in the Czech Republic has especially concerned itself with the potential of KM awareness and practices for private businesses. Th e concept of KM as applicable to public administration and the public sector is quite new to research in the country. Available outputs indicate that KM research has been somewhat ICT-focused (technology-oriented). Among knowledge creation tools, benchmarking in particular has been given a relatively higher degree of attention in public-management research in the country, perhaps a consequence of its degree of acceptance in comparison to other tools and methods linked to quality management in Czech public administration (see Špaček 2015; Špaček 2016) .
A questionnaire survey aimed at Czech self-governments was prepared, in accordance with the existing KM literature, within the research framework of the TAČR (Knowledge Management in Local and Regional Development) project. Input was obtained through semi-structured interviews with a number of respondents from municipal and regional offi ces. Th e survey design refl ected process-oriented defi nitions of KM which explain it through the lens of KM processes in organizations (see, e.g., Cong and Pandya 2003) . Th e questionnaire combined open-ended questions and enquiries into the perceptions of respondents from municipal and regional self-governments. Particular attention was paid to processes usually linked to KM: identifi cation, capture, storage and sharing. It also included questions con-cerning what might be called the "general management environment" (or "strategic aspects" in the terms used by Edwards 2015), KM-supporting tools (people and technological aspects), and barriers.
We addressed the questionnaires to respondents from the following categories of Czech self-governments:
• all 2,903 municipalities with fewer than 2,000 inhabitants from six regions (Jihomoravský, Královehradecký, Moravskoslezský, Olomoucký, Středočeský and Ústecký, constituting 52 % of the country);
• all 413 larger municipalities from these six regions;
• all municipalities offi cially designated type II (393) and III (205) • all 138 municipalities with more than 10,000 inhabitants;
• all 14 regional offi ces.
Th e database of contacts held by the Ministry of Regional Development, which contains general contact e-mails (at e-registry offi ces or with a mayor), was used for the municipalities. For the regions, the questionnaire was addressed to all employees in managerial posts (to the executives of regional offi ces and heads of individual departments and sub-departments). A slightly diff erent form of the questionnaire was used for the survey directed at municipalities with fewer than 2,000 inhabitants, the better to accommodate their own specifi cs. A more comprehensive form was sent to representatives of larger self-governments.
Th e questionnaire survey was carried out between 10 March and 13 April 2016. Although representatives had been asked twice to fi ll in our questionnaire before the survey closed, the return rate of the questionnaires did not exceed 5 %, consisting of:
• 142 questionnaires from respondents from municipalities with fewer than 2,000 inhabitants (hereinaft er "small municipalities" or "municipalities < 2,000"); 16 % of these respondents were employees of municipal offi ces, 84 % were mayors, of whom more than 70 % had worked for the municipality more than fi ve years and had been released from their responsibilities by their former employers -they are described as uvolněný ["informal"] in Czech. Th e structure of respondents is summarized in Table 1 . It should be noted that, in the Czech Republic, the position and title of "mayor" extends all the way to village level; it might be described as "elected chief administrative offi cer". Source: own research
• 65 questionnaires from respondents from larger municipalities (those with more than 2,000 inhabitants, hereinaft er "municipalities 2000+"); more than 60 % of them had worked for the municipality for more than ten years. Th eir structure is summarized in Tables 2 and 3 . Source: own research
• 71 questionnaires from respondents from regional offi ces; there were respondents from all 14 regions and more than 66 % of them had worked for the region for more than 10 years. Th eir structure is summarized in Table 4 . If a respondent was a regular employee or a head of department or sub-department, they were responsible particularly for tasks in the areas that appear in Table 5 (because the administrative offi ces of small municipalities have less complex structures, these details were omitted from their questionnaires).
We guaranteed anonymity to all respondents from regional offi ces, and this was also refl ected in the questionnaire design. Th e structure of respondents in terms of individual regions and other specifi cs cannot therefore be described. Source: own research.
Results
Th e number of questionnaires gathered does not allow for conclusive interpretations of fi ndings. However, the indications that follow may well generate hypotheses and directions for future research.
Selected fi ndings on the general management environment and tools used for knowledge identifi cation are summarized in Table 6 . Th is clearly indicates that the larger the offi ce, the larger the group of surveyed instruments. However, even the larger municipalities may not always have a thematic strategy that might bring general strategic plans into operation. Th ey may also fail to use benchmarking to learn from similar authorities. Further, although the respondents claimed that their authority works with community planning, their responses indicate that quality of life and citizen / customer satisfaction were only seldom assessed at least once every two years, which goes against the philosophy of community planning. Other answers indicate that long-term plans are not worked up into a set of more specifi c aims in any of the municipalities, regardless of size. Th is may be one reason why similar percentages of respondents stated that long-term plans were not evaluated at least once every two years. Although the larger offi ces work with job descriptions, these outlines contain actual specifi cations of knowledge required according to only 56 % of respondents from the larger municipalities (regional offi ces returned a corresponding fi gure of 85 %). Only 32 % of respondents from larger municipalities and 46 % of respondents from regional offi ces stated that such descriptions also contained descriptions of their working relationships with other employees within the offi ce, something that may well hamper knowledge-sharing. Findings on KM enablers (and potential barriers) are summarized in Table 7 . Table 7 indicates that Czech municipalities do not work with clear KM strategies. Th e reasons also appear in the table -the creation of a functional KM system is not oft en among immediate priorities, and current KM practices are not evaluated suffi ciently (perhaps depending on perceptions / understanding of KM). A relatively high percentage of respondents from larger authorities maintained that KM is perceived as useless and a time-burden, although respondents stated that the managers of their offi ces have suffi cient knowledge of the possibilities and instruments of KM. Regular employees (practitioners) were more critical than their superiors in their responses to certain questions.
Th e fi ndings on selected aspects of the ways in which KM enablers support instruments and tools related to primary KM processes such as identifi cation, capture, storage and sharing are summarized in Table 8 . Table 8 indicates that the size of an offi ce may have positive as well as negative eff ects on KM practices. Th e larger the offi ce, the more instruments are utilized. On the other hand, the larger the offi ce the more chaotic was the capture of knowledge, as perceived by the respondents in the survey. Although a majority of respondents were satisfi ed with the level of knowledge-sharing among employees in their offi ces, a relatively high number stated that important key knowledge is accessible only via the PCs of other individual employees and is therefore not, in fact, "shared". Th is may be derived from an insuffi cient use of the intranet. Although the in-house intranet has become a common instrument, the survey indicated that larger offi ces did not oft en employ the intranet to make the following documents accessible to employees: internal magazine for employees; working materials for individual departments; databases with which departments work; instant messaging instruments. No thread of knowledge-sharing was disclosed in the survey. Employees did not feel they had to share their knowledge, largely because they did not trust their colleagues in the light of what might happen in the future -"Will I become expendable ?", etc. Th us, the practical problem involves not only the technical means of sharing knowledge / experience, but an understanding of how to build it up, i.e. convey knowledge properly, to be able to apply it correctly.
It has also been suggested that fragmentation of the information systems in general, rather than lack or misuse of the intranet, has led to the current state of aff airs. Individual modules of the information system work independently (i.e. accounting, budgeting and personnel), while failing to become integrated into a single system overseen by a BI superstructure that would, by way of a "managerial dashboard", display key information for future employees. Th is a trend that has, in recent years, come to spread through larger-and medium-sized cities.
Discussion
In early 1993, Laurence Prusak, together with a number of colleagues, organized a conference in Boston especially devoted to KM. Th is could well be considered the beginning of the KM timeline. One of its main targets was to defi ne "organizational knowledge" in order to diff erentiate it from data and information. According to Prusak (2001) , it was felt that even perfectly managed information would not lead to greatly improved productivity and innovation in fi rms. In his article "Where did knowledge management come from" Prusak (ibid.) points out that, at the time, KM was one response to "globalization, ubiquitous computing and a knowledge-centric view of the fi rm" (1002).
To address the results of the empirical investigations herein, the last paragraph of Prusak's article (ibid.), i.e. "Th e past and the future" (of KM) (1006) is a good starting point. Here, he pointed out that KM may (as of the time of publication) follow one of two possible future paths:
1. Th e better one, Prusak maintained, would be the direction taken by the quality movement, cf. quality management in the wake of, for instance, Edward Deming (Deming 1993; Deming 1986 ). Over time, this became an integral element of organizational eff ectiveness. Prusak hoped that KM, in similar fashion, would become so thoroughly integrated that it would eventually become invisible.
2. A less appealing path, he considered, would be similar to that taken by re-engineering. Re-engineering, according to Prusak -by way of its misapplications -had became a byword for crude reductionist downsizing that in fact did a great deal of harm. And this, he pointed out, could happen to KM, considered by some as merely yet another kind of "hype".
Th e empirical investigation herein defi nitely, though perhaps indirectly, addresses both possibilities. In future research, the authors will attempt to follow Prusak in his quest to keep KM on a better path and thus support -by reinterpreting the empirical fi ndings herein and by arguing theoretically -Prusak's plea that tolerance for ambiguity and complexity be maintained as well as the rigour that should defi ne the best version of KM to strive for.
Independently of the Boston conference in 1993, in 1995 an English-language version of an approach to KM, by Nonaka and Takeuchi, was published. It contained the already well-known SECI model (socialization -externalization -combination -internalization) of knowledge production widely discussed and used in KM. However, before going on to touch upon the diff erent generations of KM, it must be stressed that the Japanese approach -taking up Michael Polanyi's idea of tacit knowledge (Polanyi 1966 ) -rested upon a diff erent conception of knowledge, well-explicated in Andriessen (2008) . Th is is essential insofar as in this empirical investigation one is led to the impression that administrative offi cers still believe -which is essential for the interpretation of the empirical results concerning their attitudes -that knowledge as such can be documented and explicated in a comprehensive way. In the West, the Japanese approach thus initiated the idea that KM was primarily the use of databases ("fi rst-generation" KM) for a complete "documentation" of relevant knowledge. Th is is, incidentally, not true of the original idea of tacit knowledge to be found in Polanyi (1966) . To correct this misunderstanding in the West, it is necessary to incorporate semantics ("second-generation" KM, cf., for instance, knowledge life-cycles as per Firestone and McElroy 2003) and pragmatics ("third-generation" KM, cf., for instance, value networks as per Allee 2003, a promising approach, although other techniques of capturing and conveying knowledge to reproduce, for example, economic success, are also in use).
Th e authors are also aware that in order to understand the kind of consciousness of KM, or KM instruments existing and used in public administration, it appears inadequate, as in re-engineering (Hammer and Champy 1993) , to investigate just the "instruments" considered responsible for success. Such positive outcomes may be understood either as economic or as the implementation of administrative routines to bring administrative decisions into operation. In KM these instruments, actualized in certain processes, would be the identifi cation, capture, storing and sharing of knowledge. Th e knowledge provided is then considered to be responsible for successful administrative behaviour. Th is idea links up with Herbert Simon's concept of "satisfi cing" (Simon 1947 ) -sift ing available alternatives until an accept-ability threshold is met -in the realization of decisions. Th is is a consideration for further research addressing the actual infl uence of knowledge when administrative decisions may be at stake.
To see the problem of using KM as a tool in the context of public administration and self-governance, one has also to reconsider the origin of KM, to turn at least to the seminal book by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) . Th eir fi rst point was actually to "explain" the success of Japanese fi rms in terms of the SECI model of knowledge creation and, as a second step, it could also be understood as a process model to guide our actions in trying to reproduce an envisioned success, economic or otherwise. However, if the SECI model is to be seen as a process model for KM in the context of public administration and self-governance -that is identifying (externalizing / capturing), combining (modelling / storing), internalizing and fi nally sharing / socializing knowledge -what counts as success, in contradistinction from the original Japanese context, must be established, i.e. in the context of public administration. "Routines" might be disclosed that rest upon the application of experience and knowledge to reproduce the success anticipated. Th e latter not only comprises making the best use of fi nance, but also public acceptance of actions, as far as "problem solutions in society" are in play. Th us, the missing consciousness of knowledge usage both as a means of support in applying routines properly, as well as a means of correction to facilitate understanding of the limits of the proposed or reconstructed practical solutions in the context of public administration, might indicate that we are mistaken and distracted if we think that KM is useless in public administration.
Finally, turning to the infamous lessons from business process re-engineering, and Prusak's unwillingness to fall into that particular trap (Prusak 2001) , it is essential to understand that, both for experimental and theoretical reasons, we cannot reduce real-life practice of self-government and public administration to a set of algorithmic routines, to be actualized by lay people working at an assembly line, to produce solutions. One only needs to compare the early business ideas or models of Ford (Taylor 1919) with the practice of Toyota (Osono et al. 2008) . What was lost in the case of Ford was any "knowledge of correction", on the part of both engineers and practitioners, in proper communication. One might even go as far as to argue -theoretically, but also considering or explaining practical experiences -that any algorithms or sets of administrative rules intending to reproduce self-governance success should take over routines from our daily work and thus produce leeway for creativity, innovation and sensitivity to the future. Th ere are certainly good practical examples and techniques of how to achieve this (e.g. Hamel 2012; Rifk in 2014; Gatarik and Born, forthcoming) . In practice, we need, in contrast to the re-engineering approach, to foster communication, cooperation and trust, as Elinor Ostrom pointed out in her 2009 Nobel Prize speech when she spoke of commons and their important role in modern society. Th is links up with the idea of "knowledge as a commons" (Hess and Ostrom 2007; Frischmann et al. 2014) . A further theoretical foundation relevant in this context may be found in "SuperCooperators" by Nowak and Highfi eld (2011) in connecting biology and game theory to economics.
Conclusions and further research directions
Th is contribution summarizes and discusses selected fi ndings of a survey of KM practices in Czech self-governments. Th e authors are aware that the article is somewhat descriptive. Th ere was a serious undertaking to guarantee anonymity for respondents to the survey, and sorting questions were employed, as introduced in the Methodology section. Nevertheless, a number of interesting observations emerged. Although the survey did not provide representative data, it indicates that KM is quite underdeveloped as well as undervalued in the Czech Republic. Clearly, KM seldom features among the priorities of municipal and regional offi ces and is oft en perceived as a useless, annoying burden. Th e survey disclosed a number of contradictions that must be addressed in the future (e.g. KM is perceived as useless although managers have suffi cient awareness and knowledge of KM according to the respondents; knowledge is shared suffi ciently according to respondents but a similar percentage of them state that key knowledge is accessible only on the PCs of individual employees and is not automatically shared, etc.).
Furthermore, the survey approach selected for the study may appear to presuppose an implicit assumption that leads to questions centring around whether people naturally use certain KM techniques such as "identifi cation, capture, storage and sharing" in practice, that is, refl ectively, to explain their actions, such as decisions regarding a meaningful allocation of fi nancial or other resources. One may gather the impression that they are aware of the question of whether they are using KM technique in their practice. Of course, thinking about doing something is not necessarily doing that thing, whatever people say about themselves. In this light, building decisions about implementing, for instance, KM in public administration upon these kinds of investigation could prove highly problematic, i.e. if they are taken at face value. However, this only leads to further possibilities of interpretation of these research results.
The results herein point towards the necessity of introducing KM techniques in order to grasp knowledge that may improve performance based on specific KM guidelines, but much depends on both empirical and theoretical considerations about KM in general. What is KM about in the first place ? How does it work and improve organizational performance ? It would also have to include meticulous enquiry into how to superimpose it upon the various contexts of public administration.
So, what is KM really about ? Which problems is it, or was it, intended to solve ? How should it be implemented or installed (in any kind of practice)? Th e starting point for KM at the practical level of life may be seen as "trying to reproduce (economic) success with the aid of (teachable) rules or routines", together with the realization that these must evolve out of the particular matter in hand. In practical terms, however, it is essential that these rules or routines be invented either by the people who found out or created some acceptable solution, or by those who want to explain the way in which those solutions work and understand where such rules came from. Once these rules are established they must reasonably be expected to be useable even by people with "little experience" in the fi eld of interest.
Th eoretically speaking, one problem is that simply following or applying the rules or routines does not always produce the results originally in mind, i.e. an extra "evaluation" of the results must always be on the cards. But who should judge ? Trusting in the correct application of the rules may not be enough (cf. the problem of following rules discussed in Wittgenstein 1953) . Th us, we need "knowledge of / for correction" unless we believe the rule systems are intrinsically complete and all the necessary knowledge is contained within, or encompassed by, the rules (cf. the discussion of the incompleteness of formal systems by Gödel 1931) . One may, therefore, ask: Can a set of techniques to identify or construct the knowledge necessary to prevent misuse of any given routines, rules or algorithms be invented or introduced as part of KM ?
Even if we confi ne ourselves to considering and learning the techniques required to capture the relevant knowledge (e.g. knowledge of correction) and the diff erent "epistemic resolution levels" of people, we can never be sure whether this is enough. To put this in terms currently controversial in defi nitions of "science", we cannot simply identify with the "ideal of physics" and take to physical instruments and formulae to measure success. In order to apply KM appropriately, we need to understand the "solution" KM should provide in a more abstract way. Many of the tasks of administrative offi cers or people working in public administration concern decisions about the allocation of resources and applying routines or rules in order to reach or generate a solution or decision that suggests specifi c actions that may achieve well-accepted aims. Th us we need to visualize the situations and manners of the application of rules. Th e problem is that -arising out of practice -established knowledge already exists of both the application of routines and the evaluation of the results of such application of routines. Th e more one knows and can communicate, especially in situations verging on the dangerous (consider High Reliability Organizations, see Weick and Sutcliff e 2015) , the more intuitions based upon experience and expertise of corrections are available (this does not, of course, mean these intuitions do not occasionally stray from the ideal, by any means). As in many similar cases, this undocumented knowledge of evaluation and correction should be made available, especially via case-sensitive explanatory documentation. However, this still remains in the realms of the ideal: how are administrative offi cers then to learn to use these records properly ?
Th e real problem might be to understand that people with expertise have "extra knowledge" or "experience" of generating solutions and applying selected routines, as well as of evaluating the results of the application of such routines. Future research could, therefore, ask whether it is possible to actualize techniques both for grasping / documenting and communicating and instantiating the "corrective knowledge" available to experienced administrative offi cers in such a way that a set of rules or routines plus some sort of universal common sense -folk knowledgeare suffi cient for success. Experience from other fi elds (perhaps teaching physics, where general relativity changed paradigms so profoundly) suggests that it is essential to enrich or change individual folk knowledge. One need look no further than what happened in "classical" physics and the concepts of inertia and force arising out of Galileo and Newton.
